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ACADEMIC SENATE MINUTES

January 31, 1990

Volume XXI, No 10

Call to Order
seating of New Senator
Roll Call
Approval of Minutes of December 5, 1989
Chairperson's Remarks
Vice Chairperson's Remarks
student Body President's Remarks
Administrators' Remarks
ACTION ITEMS:

1.

Election of Student to Council
for Teacher Education

2.

Appointment of Student to the
Student Center Programming Board

INFORMATION ITEMS:

1.

Academic Affairs Committee
Proposal for Speech PathologyAudiology Curriculum Proposal

2.

Strategic Planning Committee
Report

communications
Committee Reports
Adjournment
Meetings of the Academic Senate are open to members of the
University community.
Persons attending the meetings may
participate in discussions with the consent of the Senate.
Persons desiring to bring items to the attention of the
Senate may do so by contacting any member of the Senate.
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ACADEMIC SENATE MINUTES
(Not Approved by the Academic Senate)
January 31, 1990

Volume XXI, No. 10

CALL TO ORDER
Chairperson Len Schmaltz called the meeting of the Academic
Senate to order at 7:08 p.m.
SEATING OF NEW SENATOR
Chairperson Schmaltz introduced two new student senators:
Mike Giovani, an undergraduate student in Political science,
who currently serves as President of the Association of
Residence Halls; and a new graduate student senator from
the College of Business, Scott Andrew, who is working towards his
MBA. Another graduate senator will be seated at the next meeting.
ROLL CALL
Secretary John Freed called the roll and declared a quorum
present.
APPROVAL OF MINUTES OF DECEMBER 5, 1989
XXI-65

Senator Rendleman moved approval of the December 5, 1989
Aademic Senate Minutes (Second, Jurgel). Motion carried on a
voice vote.
Chairperson's Remarks
Chairperson Schmaltz stated that senators had at their
places this evening a schedule of events for Earth Day.
The committee on campus had scheduled events for an entire
week. The Chair of that committee had said that all
academic senators were encouraged to attend any and all
of these events, and in addition somehow get involved with
that week of activities.
I thought that the Administrative
Affairs Committee might want to review this list and see if
there are ways to involve the Senate, rather than pass a
resolution supporting the entire week.
If individual senators have suggestions, please feel free to forward them to
the Administrative Affairs Committee.
Senator Walker:
sity activity?

Is this an official Illinois State Univer-
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Chairperson Schmaltz:
The Campus Recreation department
sponsors this activity.
Sen ator Walker: The title reads, Illinois State University/
McLean County Earth Day Committee. Is this sponsored by the
University?
Chairperson Schmaltz: Much of the activity will be centered
on the Quad.
The person who I talked with is from Campus
Recreation and is an employee of ISU. I don't know whether
you can conclude from that that it is in fact sponsored by ISU.
I will communicate your concern to the chair of the committee.
Provost Strand: It would seem from the title that ISU is
included in the sponsoring of this activity.
Senator Walker: It looks like Illinois state University
sanctions whatever activities are on the schedule.
Senator Newby: I would like to ask how this schedule relates
to other events that are taking place during the same time
period.
I believe that the Exceptional Children's Week is
that same week and that the Very Special Arts Festival is
on April 20th.
Senator Walker:
I think it is very serious to have Illinois
State University sanctioning activities or having their name
used in the title.
Chairperson Schmaltz:
committee.

I will relay your concerns to the

Senator Tuttle: I have a question about the Strategic Plan.
According to the drafts that I have seen, I was wondering
if that was meant to reflect on your role as Chair of the Senate
since it is in fact an important document.
Is this an attempt
to say that the Senate approves of the document ipso facto?
Chairperson Schmaltz: Certainly not. The committee met for
two or three times before we elected a Chair. Anyone on the
committee could have been chair.
At the time that I was
elected, I recall saying I would be a "ceremonial chair,"
handling the details of scheduling things and all that, and
not a chair in the sense of exercising any great leadership.
Anyone on the committee who was dumb enough to do it could
have been chair. No, it certainly does not imply in any
sense the endorsement of the Academic Senate.
I was acting
as a member of the faculty when I became a member of the
committee.
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Senator Tuttle: Could you characterize a little further
the process that led to the document.
Chairperson Schmaltz:
I think when this item comes up as
an Information Item on our Agenda tonight, this will be
explained. Dr. Chizmar as well as several members of the
committee will be present later for this.
Senator Goldstein:
Is it proper for the University to
sponsor a non-denominational church service on Sunday,
April 22, in conjunction with Earth Day? They are usually
not as non-denominational as they say. Sunday is not the
sabbath for Islam, Judeaism, Seventh Day Adventists, and
the Shintos. There is a church/state issue.
Chairperson Schmaltz:
means.

I am not sure what the word "sponsor"

Senator Zeidenstein: On the agenda for April 16th, under Item
12, "Greenpeace" should be checked out because it is a political
activist group. They may be planning to borrow Campus Rec rafts
to attack U.S. submarines.
Vice Chairperson's Remarks
Senator Rendleman had no remarks.
student Body President's Remarks
Student Body President Dan Schramm stated that senators had a
memo at their places regarding a constitutional amendment which
would be brought up during communications. He ecouraged members
to read this before it was brought up later.
Administrators' Remarks
President Wallace had an excused absence.
Provost Strand stated that President Wallace had received an
invitation from the Governor's Office late last week to appear
on a program with Governor Thompson this evening. He is away
from campus and in his absence I have been asked to have
a brief executive session with members of the Senate.
Senate held a ten minute executive session.
Vice President for Student Affairs Neal Gamsky had an excused
absence.
Vice President for Business and Finance James Alexander had
no remarks.
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ACTION ITEMS
1.

Election of Student to Council for Teacher Education

XXI-66 Senator Rendleman nominated Nanette Carli, Art Education major,
as a member on the Council for Teacher Education. Motion carried
on a voice vote.
2.

Appointment of Student to the Student Center Programming Bd.

Senator Rendleman nominated Patty Miller, for student membership
on the Student Center Programming Board. Motion carried on a
voice vote.
INFORMATION ITEMS:
1.

Academic Affairs Committee Proposal for Speech PathologyAudiology Curriculum Proposal

XXI-67 Chairperson of Academic Affairs Committee, Carroll Taylor, introduced Dr. Martin Young, Chairperson of the Department of Speech
Pathology and Audiology to answer questions for the curriculum
proposal.
Dr. Martin Young:
As the proposal indicates, this is a nonteacher education undergraduate sequence in Speech Pathology.
The motivation for developing this new sequence comes from
changing employment opportunities for our graduates. Approximately 40% of the 55,000 members of the American Speech and
Hearing Association are now professionally employed in other
than educational settings such as hospitals, rehabilitation
centers, and nursing homes.
The predictions of the profession
are that more and more speech/language pathologists will find
employment in other than educational settings. So we have
designed an undergraduate sequence in Speech Pathology that
exactly parallels the currently approved teacher education
sequence except the 21 hours of requirements for teacher
education will be substituted by suitable electives that
pertain to the career goals of students.
A secondary reason
is that teacher education programs are somewhat costly and
currently there is some underfunding of student teaching in
Speech Pathology in the supervision of student teaching.
It certainly would be wasteful of University funds to provide
that activity for students who do not plan to work in educational settings.
For those reasons we have developed a
sequence and submitted it for your review.
Senator Mohr:
I would like an explantion of number eleven,
"Anticipated Funding Needs and Sources of Funds: No special
funding needs are associated with the proposed sequence."
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Does this program sUbstitute for an existing program?
Dr. Young: There is no funding needed because all the courses
already exist. There will be no new students or no new faculty
required.
The same students would be taking the same courses.
The only change would be in the 21 hours of courses required for
teacher education will be substituted by other courses that
students would take.
There are no new students, there are
no new faculty to be hired, there are no new courses.
Senator Mohr:

Then this program will sUbstitute for another.

Dr. Young: No. The current teacher education program in Speech
Pathology will continue to exist.
Some of the students who
would have enrolled in that program will now enroll in the
non-teacher education program.
Senator Mohr:

You don't anticipate any increase.

Dr. Young: No. The same number of students. It is just that
some students will now select the non-teacher education sequence
because they do not plan to work in an educational setting.
Senator Gritzmacher:
Does it very often happen that a student
finishes at the Bachelors level and does not continue in the
field.
If so, is there a market for such graduates.
Dr. Young:
There is no market for graduates with only a Bachelor's Degree. A Master's Degree is required for certification
and for professional appointments.
We have also received
approval to create an option at the graduate level that is
a non-teacher education option in Speech Pathology. Since
that is an option and not a sequence, it does not have to go
to the Board of Regents for approval.
That new option has
already gone through all the review committees in the University.
Chairperson Schmaltz:
2.

Thank you for explaining this, Dr. Young.

Academic Affairs committee Proposal for M.S. in Geohydrology

Academic Affairs Committee Chairperson, Carroll Taylor, asked to
have the item withdrawn from the Agenda this evening. His Committee had asked for an addendum from the Geography-Geology
Department and the reason for a delay would be to allow them
more time to do a better job on this addendum. He asked that
the proposal be delayed four weeks.
It would be brought back
as an Information Item February 28th. Senators should keep the
proposal that they received in their packets for this meeting,
and receive the addendum to go along with what you now have.
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Senator Ritt: within this proposal there are certain technical
questions which the entire Senate might not find interesting.
I had thought because of the time constraints that I would have
to ask those questions tonight.
If I were to submit these
questions to the committee in writing, would there be a chance
of getting some answer to them before the next meeting. The
questions are quite extensive.
Senator Taylor: We will be glad to take written requests, and
will pass that on to the department and ask them to respond.
Senator Gritzmacher:
I would like to make an additional request.
Since the person in the Library who may have worked with this
program has retired, and we now have a new person in that position, the program request needs to be more clear as to what the
Library requirements will be here. Journals and books at the
Library for this subject may not be readily available.
It
seems very vague. The person to contact at Milner Library is
Vanette Schwartz.
Senator Taylor:

We will pass on this request.

Five minute recess.
3.

Strategic Planning committee Report

Chairperson Schmaltz:
I would like to introduce the members
of the Strategic Planning Task Force who are present tonight.
On the Task Force from the Senate were: Provost Strand;
Vice President for Business and Finance James Alexander;
Senator Williams; Senator Rendleman; Senator Johnson;
and myself. Other faculty members who are not senators
include: Dr. Dixie Mills; Dr. Paul Baker; and Dr. Patrick
O'Rourke. Dr. Jack Chizmar is also here from the President's
Staff.
I will ask Dr. Chizmar to briefly review the process,
or steps that we went through to produce this rough draft.
Dr. Chizmar: I have some additional Special Reports if anyone
needs one.
What I passed around is a schedule of events that we
used that led up to producing this initial draft of the Vision
statement.
It gives you a pretty good idea of the process that
we used. We started in last September with a luncheon where we
organized ourselves. Twenty-two task force members are listed
in the back of your vision statement. At that time President
Wallace gave them their charge.
We also organized into teams.
Initially, this is the way we did our work. There were six
teams.
Three of the teams were asked to think strategically
about the external environment and three of the teams were
asked to think strategically about the internal environment.
With respect to the external environment, those teams were
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to form discussion groups, which they did. Some of you later
were asked to be on that, and to look for emerging opportunities.
Internally, we looked for strengths.
They continued to do that
as they listened to all of these reports. We had a number of
consultants come in. Robert Cope came in and gave us an
orientation to the strategic planning process. We had George
Keller from the Warden School come in and talk about strategic
planning and the external environment from a national perspective. We had Jim Heins, an economist from the University of
Illinois, come over and talk about the state external environment
that we face. Virginia Owen did a very interesting presentation
in which she took an historical look at Illinois state University. She tried to give us some feel for how we happened to get
where we are today.
President Wallace had asked in his first
year different constituencies around the campus to produce reports, and we felt that it would be good to do a presentation to
the task force on these reports, so beginning in November we
began a rolling schedule in which all the reports came in.
That
continuned until November 8. We did the first really serious
work in two all-day retreats. The first was November 27 and 28.
We literally worked all day for two days, and got at the end of
the 28th a document. We got back together on December 8th and
read a document that was much more philosophical than anything
else. We met again after the break on January 10 and 11 in
another two-day, all-day retreat. This special report was issued
on January 22 to get a reaction. The point I would like to make
tonight is that the task force feels very strongly that what you
have before you is a draft document. As you see on this schedule
that I passed out, they are due to meet again on February 23 to
consider input in the vision statement.
We are asking quite a
few groups on campus to take the time to study the document, to
respond to it, preferably in writing, to Len Schmaltz, who was
elected chair. He will get that material to me and I will xerox
it and make sure that it gets to the task force before they meet
again on February 23. What we intend to do at that point is take
all that input relative to what has been written, and to revise
the document yet again.
Chairperson Schmaltz: In view of the fact that this is not an
information item in the sense that it will not come back as
an action item at any point, I have been asked by several senators whether they have to merely seek information. No.
If you
care to issue a statement or opinion that is certainly acceptable in this circumstance.
Again, the members of the committee
who are present will be listening to your questions and try to
answer them if possible, and also to your comments. We will
forward them to the other members of the Strategic Planning
Committee. The normal restriction that you cannot debate when
an item is at the information item stage certainly would not
hold at this point.
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Senator Tuttle: Why is this not going to be submitted for
Senate endorsement in some shape or form? I gather it is
not. Why is the Senate not being asked for endorsement or
concurrence, since it appears to be very involved, and it
has strong indications for expenditure of dollars and reallocation of dollars around the University, program development, program enhancement, new programs, a number of things
that are of interest to the Academic Senate?
Why is this
plan not going to appear for Senate endorsement or non-endorsement?
Chairperson Schmaltz: If the · Senate chooses to, it can endorse
this plan -- or not endorse it. I don't think there is any
restriction.
Senator Tuttle:
presented?

But, it is not going to be specifically

Chairperson Schmaltz: We are not going to approve it and then
forward it to the President for his concurrence.
Senator Tuttle:

Why?

Chairperson Schmaltz: On the other hand, I could ask Why Not?
The Strategic Planning Committee was set up by the President.
At the time there was some question raised about the role of
the Academic Senate in that process and he assured me of the
opportunity that the report would be presented to the Senate
for their input. He never said anything to the effect that
the Senate would approve or disapprove it.
Senator Tuttle: That doesn't answer my question why.
Why is the proposal not going to be presented here?
Senator Ritt: I get the feeling that there are many areas
covered in this plan which are normally areas which are the
constitutional responsibility of the Academic Senate in
regard to academic programs, academic planning, budgets, etc.
Is it the intention of the President to bypass the normal
university procedures in instituting academic reform by
implementing this document without any of its components
being approved or disapproved by the Senate? If that is
his intention, we should know about it. If it is not his
intention, he should say so.
Senator Schmaltz: I cannot speak for President Wallace.
I am certain he would want to answer or respond to that.
I will convey that concern to him.
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Patrick O'Rourke:
As a member of the committee, I viewed
this process as one of long-range strategies for which I
don't think there is any precedent set.
I didn't see anything wrong with that.
I think any short-term actions that
result from this strategic plan will come before the Senate
so I don't see a problem.
Senator Kagle:
My approach to this document is entirely
from the exact opposite view.
I don't see how anyone can
object to this document except that it doesn't mention world
peace and apple pie. It seems to include all kinds of very
general wonderful things that I think most of us would in
general applaud. There is almost nothing here that is specific.
There is almost nothing here that suggests any kind of real
action.
It is very nice for us to say things like "we want
to lower the student/faculty ratio." We have been talking
about this here on the Senate for a long time. We have been
concerned about it.
I was hoping that what we would get would
be some kind of recommendation which would then come to the
Senate suggesting kinds of action.
There are other kinds
of things here such as talk about building a new theatre unit.
This contains 50 or 60 laudable endeavors.
I am concerned
about why the committee didn't say, this endeavor is of primary
importance, these are secondary. There is no indication as to
any kind of grouping for effective action. Many actions would
obviously have to involve the Senate.
I would be satisfied
if I had a feeling that all the work that went into this was
a step leading toward concrete action.
But if it is merely
generalities, then we have a problem. It is addressing the same
kinds of things that we have been addressing for a long time. My
question is, when will be get to some sort of prioritizing of
these documents? When will we get some specific recommendations? At what point are those specific recommendations going to
go to appropriate campus bodies such as the Academic Senate? If
there ' is no provision, we will continue to stay in those generalities, then I fear that the work, laudable as it is, will go
nowhere. One thing I mentioned, lowering the student/faculty
ratio -- we reduced the size of the student body one year and the
next year it went back up.
If we don't take some sort of control, and get down to timetables and specifics, then this activity is going to be wasted.
In general, I cannot find any fault
with what has been done, but I am afraid that I haven't heard
anything about where this is really going to go. Simply getting
more feedback, I see as a problem.
I was one of many people who
submitted feedback when the original proposal was presented -they asked us for our opinion.
I know a lot of other people
did, and spent a lot of time going into specifics about things
that needed to be done.
I don't know that you are going to get
those same people to now go back and spend more time unless there
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is a real indication that it is going to end up in some kind of
specific action. What kind of indications can you give us that
there are specific actions, directions, paths of actions,
planned?
Chairperson Schmaltz:
Under the Appendix A, possible Actions
to Achieve the Themes are listed. Under Theme 1, ten possible
actions to achieve that Theme are listed. These are possible
specific actions -- not necessarily that we are recommending
that we do all of them or any of them. They are possibilities.
They are being presented to the University community as examples
of how one might carry out Theme 1.
Senator Kagle: That gives me even more problems. Because, Theme
I "Provide the premier undergraduate education in Illinois",
lists as the first strategy "continue efforts to improve the
quality of instruction."
No one is opposed to that. That has
been the general effort at the University. That is so basic,
it is like saying we are going to continue on breathing. If
that is really as far as the committee has gone, it is too general. Do you feel that your time has been well spent?
I think
that this process was entered into with good spirit, and there
are a lot of people who worked on this whom I respect.
I am
wondering what we as an Academic Senate or a university community
do to get beyond such generalities as "enhance the liberal arts."
Chairperson Schmaltz: I would like to answer your question
personally, "Was my time well spent?"
I must admit at the
start of the process I did not expect to gain much. One of
the greatest values that I got out of the process was that
I spent around 100 hours reading all sorts of documents, all
the way from enrollment trends on. On a personal level, that
was extremely valuable for me.
There are some people who will
argue that one of the benefits of strategic planning is that
the people on the committee are forced to go through all that
material and actually develop a broader spectrum of views.
If someone had said that to me before we started, I would not
have accepted that.
I now accept that.
It did force me, and
every member of the committee, to read all that material and
come at those issues from a broader perspective. Now, the
question about specific recommendations -- maybe one or two
under Theme 1.
Senator Kagle:
I would really like to know something that
will end up happening. What you said is true -- the members
of the committee have been educated. Now we have created a
very well-informed' body.
Are they simply going to be disbanded, or are they going to do something that will end up
in concrete action?
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Dr. Paul Baker: There are two or three issues here. One
is merely platitudes and cliches -- whether one person's
or another, their importance depends on which ones you are
referring to whether they are a cliche or pretty important.
When you refer to technology, you have the technologists
excited; and when you refer to liberal arts, you get the
liberal arts faculty excited.
It is pretty hard in an academic
community to make sure whose language is going to be most lauded.
There are some issues here it seems to me. We did two things
that were new to me at ISU.
We studied carefully, more
comprehensively the full range of documentation about this
University and the environment which it is in than in my entire
25 years at this University. Secondly, we debated more openly,
more candidly, and with more honest, intelligent concern than
at any time in my 25 years here.
So, was it worth my time.
Yes. That alone makes it a unique experience in my career
here.
I sat three years on this body. I never had a similar
experience. Secondly, we had initial efforts to come in with
a short list of three to five themes. To have a distinctive
orientation that would set Illinois state University aside
as different from any other state university in the State of
Illinois.
As we worked on that, to be quite honest with you,
that became increasingly difficult for us to resolve internally,
and we did in fact extend and broaden the range of issues that
were important.
There are two very different kind of issues
in this document.
There are issues that try to address what
this University might be or what it would want to be to be distinctive. Then there are issues in here of what it would take
to be distinctive.
That which is distinctive at Illinois
State University that I believe in, and have spent my career
here making it possible, is that we will be the premier undergraduate institution in the state.
I believe that personally.
I believe that is an important goal, and I would ask all my
colleagues certainly to enter into that with me in passing.
Secondly, on those selected fields that we think we can make a
contribution, we search for excellence in graduate education.
Everything else in this document supports those two goals.
We found we were talking about issues that profoundly concern
us. Let me speak to one.
We are profoundly concerned that
we have a stratified system where there is a great deal of
mass production work at the undergraduate level, while there
is craft production work at the top. We have created by
virtue of our circumstances a stratified world where undergraduate instruction is in the minds of many diminished
while graduate education is given a more elevated status.
We are concerned with the implications of a stratified world
where many people feel that they are second class citizens
though they are working very hard to do their best. We
tried to address that issue. We addressed the fact that the
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pie will never be big enough and that we have to have more
resources. We know that we can never reallocate enough
money to get all the things done. So there is a fundamental
theme.
The fundamental theme is to be the very best
undergraduate university in the state of Illinois and to
have the very best graduate programs in those selected areas
where we can with integrity do such a job. All else in this
document supports those two themes.
Senator Goldstein: I think Paul went a long way to answer
Senator Kagle's questions. The document as it is presented
is an unprioritized or an unstrategically prioritized list
of wishes or wants.
That is what we were confronted with.
There are at least two things that you have to do to do strategic
planning.
One is to make those hard decisions about priorities,
so that you get a picture of the university of the future. And
secondly, to set up contingencies given future external environments, as to which way we will go given certain funding situations, certain demand in the society, to try to future that as
well as possible. That is not present in this.
I wanted to ask
the same question steve did. What is your next step? Do you go
back on your retreat and say OK, we now have our list of wishes.
This is not strategic as it is stated. It is nothing more than
a set of unstructured goals, the way we are reading it. Do you
go back now and say let's sit down and hammer out the priorities.
I don't think you will get 100% agreement about this undergraduate education. I could almost guarantee that there will be a
group that will fight that vociferously. It is going to be a
battler.
Then we need to look at contingencies -- given x,
do we need to move in another direction. That to me is strategic
planning. You need to layout strategy.
There is no strategy
here. There is just a set of goals. That's all we've got.
That is what people are responding to.
I hate to see a committee
put in the position of having to defend themselves. I don't
think you have to defend the kind of work that went into this.
I think we are all aware of it. You were very open about input.
The whole campus was asked to give input if they wanted, and I
know you received a lot.
The real question is what do you do
next with this list of wishes or wants or set of goals.
Chairperson Schmaltz: I will respond as an individual.
I would
hope when all of the responses which are now coming in have been
reviewed to see what in fact might be an inappropriate theme,
that the document might be reduced or if need be add another
theme. Certainly that is a possibility. At some point I agree
with you, although I do not speak for everyone on the committee,
that at some point priorities should be established.
Senator Ritt: It seems to me, Paul, and I have full sympathy
for what you are saying. However, I am trying to see what is
13

different between what you are saying and what was said in the
Needs and Priorities statement in 1982-83; the Academic Plan
in 1984, 1985, 1986, etc..
At some point it was a big
accomplishment in this University to recognize the fact
that undergraduate and graduate education could exist side
by side. In that eight-year period we have even made some
progress in our graduate programs and perhaps some of our
undergraduate programs. How have things changed from 1982
to 1990?
Are we still saying the same things? When are
we going to start laying out specific actions and doing them?
We are constantly in this state. Maybe there is an evolution
going on here, a refinement over where we were eight years ago.
I don't know.
If it is, I would appreciate being told.
Paul Baker: I have a sense that the late 70's and 80's were
primarily "drift". It might even be termed regression. That
is my own impression.
I don't think that we have had an
honest, open debate in our University about some of these things.
I believe that being privy to documents and certain groups have
been formed from time to time dealing with some of these questions. certainly many faculty have had them as a priority in
their concern. Clearly one reaction to this document is your
specific suggestions on what that lean and mean document needs
to look like. Take a red pen, take the copy you have, and start
striking out all those extraneous things and all those platitudes. Give us your estimation of that strategic Plan.
I
assure you we will study it with great care. I assure you that
each of us individually would have written a very different
document than 22 of us did.
Senator Svoboda: First of all, this discussion seems to be
based on general topics. Looking at it, it is a goal for 17
years from now. The document appears to serve as a guideline,
nothing more. The specifics can be carried out through the
Academic Plan where we can get down to the nitty gritty and
say we want this or that.
As a student here, it is great
to see general ideas.
When I am an alumni, it will be good
to see that they did this.
It is not the point to get into
specifics and say "In the year 1992 we want CA) ....... "
Senator Mohr: As I understand it, the task of the committee
was to take a searching look around the environment, evaluate
the opportunities and strengths of the University and to see
what niche we want to be in in the year 2007.
In the process
you did define some themes, and these themes then are supported
by some strategies that lead to their acheivement.
It also
advises certain actions to be taken that would be consistent
with those strategies. The problem I have with this document
is that there is internal inconsistency between the theme and
the actions in many instances.
The actions are not completely
14

consistent with the theme. Theme Three: Resond to diversity
caused by changing demographics and globalization.
We want
action not responses. We want to control the environment,
not react to it.
"Respond to diversity caused by changing
demographics and globalization." I assume by globalization
we mean to integrate, east and west getting together, the
world is getting smaller and we need to be aware of what is
going on elsewhere in the world and we ought to interact.
Then we go from that to changing demographics. The strategies
are mostly assimilation of diverse ethnic groups and minorities
into the university.
What does that have to do with globalization? This is the exact opposite of globalization. It says
we have to welcome to the campus people of diverse backgrounds,
encourage them to remain, and provide academic opportunites
necessary for them to succeed. When we go on to the action
items, I can only find one that relates to the theme that has
anything to do with globalization, that is:
"Increase both
the number of international students and the representation of
cultures and continents." That sounds like globalization.
What does the first one, "monitor the University's Affirmative
Action goals," have to do with globalization? "Improve programs
and focus efforts to improve the institutional climate for all
traditionally underrepresented groups, especially AfricanAmerican and Hispanic students" -- what does that have to
do with globalization?
Dixie Mills: There were two issues in the theme. That has to
do with diversity.
It says:
"Respond to diversity caused by
changing demographics and globalization."
What we are speaking
to are changing demographics in the united states as well as
the linkage of the United states with other cultures and other
products. What we are trying to address is the fact that the
world around us is changing and Illinois state University has to
recognize that and begin to respond to it. I'm sorry if respond
is an reactive word, but since we don't know what will happen in
the economy or society, we need to recognize that and prepare to
educate students to deal with it. It is difficulty to speak as
only one member of the committee, so I will try to explain a
little bit of the discussions that we had. We were an appointed
group, we were not an elected group, and we recognized that.
We were asked to do something that would attempt to set a direction for the institution. However, we did not feel that we had
a mandate to tell you how to get there.
Because obviously there
are thousands of students and thousands of faculty who were involved in the study, strategic plans from colleges and other
units.
We met with faculty in college hearings.
As we got
closer and closer to the end of this document, what we realized
was that we know some things and have learned some things, but
we don't know everything. There will be many other actions that
will be proposed to carry out the strategies and themes. They
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will come from faculty, student groups, other groups. At this
point, and I hope I am speaking accurately, we don't feel we
have the mandate to say "this is how we will get there."
All we felt we could do is set the direction.
senator Mohr: What I am saying is that the directions here
are not consistent with the theme.
Dixie Mills: The actions are not complete. These are possible
actions that were suggested, but there are many other potential
actions that might be added. You were saying that in Theme 3,
there was only one action that related to the issue of international students and representation of cultures.
That is a
very broad statement. There are many ways to carry that out,
and many other things that might be added. That was an example
of an action.
Senator Mohr: You are saying here, diversity and globalization,
and yet you are talking about assimilation. These are the
exact opposite.
You are trying to make everyone the same.
Dixie Mills:
I guess I don't get the feeling that what we
were doing was trying to make everyone the same. There are
suggestions about giving people opportunities, but not to make
people the same.
Paul Baker:

Did we use the word assimilation here?

Senator Mohr:
I used the word assimilate. Because you are
saying let's get everybody who is a minority and put them in
the same room.
Paul Baker:

We never perceived ourselves as doing assimilation.

Senator Mohr: You imply that very strongly by saying:
"through developing programs for special populations," and
"ethnic and cultural backgrounds are welcomed to the campus,
encouraged to remain, and provided the academic opportunities
necessary to succeed."
...... to succeed in our environment.
Dixie Mills:
We meant to succeed in their education. Part
of it is to say that our environment ought to be looking beyond
Bloomington-Normal.
Senator Mohr: " ... . . supporting recruitment of African-American
and Hispanic students" has nothing to do with globalization.
Senator Johnson: We were not talking about assimilation here.
We were talking about changing demographics. We were talking
about the number of elderly people we will see by the year 2007.
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We started talking about ways of expanding opportunities at the
university for that segment of society. We talked about changes
in minorities and trying to expand programs at ISU to respond to
those needs.
We are not talking assimilation, we are talking
changing demographics, and making the University more responsive
to that.
Senator Mohr: Let me use another example in the area of fostering a sense of university community, there is a strategy to
achieve that:
"Encourage intellectual diversity by supporting
the unique missions and strengths of each of the colleges."
Does that foster community or does it differentiate the
community into subgroups.
Paul Baker:
That is the exact point.
The exact point is that
if we are going to have community, we are going to have to recognize the authenticity of others.
We must recognize that
different units have different purposes, different work, and that
in that diversity we have to find community.
Senator Mohr:
We have to find community in diversity?
I still do not think the themes are consistent with the actions.
Senator Ritt:
I think the committee responded to their charge
and did what they were expected to do.
I think it is generally
a good document.
The question which I am concerned with is:
what happens next with this document?
It is going to be given
to the President. My feeling is that there are many things in
this document such as suggestions that we do something about
implementing more selective recruitment and admission policies.
That has been part of our agenda as far as I know specifically
for the last three years.
Certainly implicitly for the last
five or ten years. We also have questions of reacting in some
constructive way to the new requirements mandated by the State
of Illinois for state high school graduation. As far as I know
in the last 5 years, 3 years, 2 years, even the last year,
nothing significant has happened in regard to our response to
those issues. We are not talking about 1992, we are talking
about the year 2000. Some of us might not be here then.
But, five years ago, we weren't talking about 1990, but about
1995. We are no closer to 1995 as far as the improvement
of certain aspects of our admission policies today than we were
five years ago.
At some point these things have to be translated into actions and I am concerned from what I have observed that
this report will be taken and then either the actions will not
take place or the actions will take place without full discussion
because the report will be used as a basis of saying "well, we
have already talked about this."
These are things we have to
be careful about.
We have to keep our eyes open about what this
report really says about the future of the university. I think
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if it is going to have implications for 15 years from now, it
is bound to have implications for the day after tomorrow.
Because two weeks from now we will start admitting students
into the fall semester and that is going to have implications
for the year after and the year after, etc.
Paul Baker:
I have heard several people express the same
frustration about how to get complex large corporations like
the university to really get more focus and meaning.
I appreciate that complex corporations are really tough. An organization like ISU has neither a "soul to damn or an ass to kick."
That gives a real problem to us. How do you get a lever on it
and move it. How do you make sure that you are going to get
something done? I don't know that exactly.
But as senators,
you have the opportunity to know upfront what your President
is going to think about.
If there are things in this document
that you like very highly or you do not like at all, don't say
five years from now or five months from now, "why are you doing
that. II
He is sending you a blueprint of the future, as recommended by 22 people.
You have advanced notice to express your
opinions, rather than later complain to him that he is doing
what his committee has recommended.
Senator Richardson: I see no problem with the document.
I have
been on a lot of these committees during my eighteen years at
ISU. My problem has always been that we have so many plans,
but we never do anything with the plans. When Paul indicated
that we are going to be the premier undergraduate institution
of choice, I have always had that philosophy since I've been
here.
We are going to have selective programs in graduate
education......
I am not knocking the committee -- I know
they have worked hard.
I have been on committees that have
done this.
The point of this is that we never seem to get
past them.
I was reading the mission statement of 1983.
It says, liThe goal of Illinois State University is to provide
the best possible undergraduate and academic programs complemented by strong graduate programs."
The same thing was
written in 1984, etc.
The problem is where do the funds
come from.
It is not the plan.
The question I have for
Dr. Chizmar is, I have heard there is money to back up some
of these things.
I was wondering how much.
Is it reallocation?
Where it came from, etc.
Dr. Jack Chizmar:
Yes.
money is that some of the
will be reallocated in FY
sum of money in excess of

There is money. The reason there is
funds that we have spent on equipment
91.
In essence a rather sUbstantial
a million dollars.

Senator Richardson:
I appreciate knowing this. To be quite
honest, I haven't seen a great deal of difference between
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this administration and past administrations. We have had
the same wish lists before. My concern, and I will be leaving
the University this year, but I still have a great deal of
loyalty to the faculty at ISU, because the faculty have made
this institution what it is.
It hasn't been the support that
we have had.
And I can say that after eighteen years. But,
I don't see how ISU is going to become a premier university
when we have less than 100,000 which is allocated for teaching
improvement programs this year, and we will allocate a million
dollars for athletics.
I don't see how you can claim that
ISU is going to promote faculty research when this year we
cut a hundred thousand dollars from research. At the same time
we have had $85,000 in tuition money added to athletics.
We can
complain that we are not getting enough support from the state
legislature.
There is no doubt about that.
But, we also have
a right to say that there are not the right priorities in this
university.
I think that there are priorities at this university. As I said on our health and safety committee when they told
us that we didn't have enough money for radioactivity protection
for our graduate students.
The faculty suggested we have enough
money -- it is just not for the health and safety of the students
and faculty.
I would hope Paul and Dixie and those of you on the
committee would come up with items and say we don't think it is
right to use money here when it should be used there. The
Senate has tried to do this in the past.
This last year we
took a vote on it in respect to athletic funds.
I use that
as an example because it is one gross area. As Jack was
saying, there is a sUbstantial amount of money, over a million
dollars that they are going to use.
Yet, that is the amount
of money that we spend each year for athletics.
Senator Walker: This committee was not elected, it was appointed.
Senator Ritt and Senator Richardson made very good points
about the priorities and where the money is spent. My question
is to Dr. Chizmar. Who will prioritize the actions that will
achieve the themes?
How will that prioritization be done?
Will your committee prioritize them?
Or the administration?
will the Senate do it?
Who will prioritize these themes and
actions?
Jack Chizmar: I expect that when we get back together in
February that is an issue we will discuss.
The committee has
done exactly what it wanted to do all the way along.
I excpect
that issue will be part of the time line.
Senator Walker:
I have a problem with an appointed committee
doing this. An appointed committee deciding the future of the
university and prioritizing what issues are going to be accomplished, and that the Senate which is a duly elected body, will
not buy off on it as to which priorities are right and which
19

are not.
I think the committee needs to be very careful on
these priorities.
I had some specific questions in a letter
that I sent to Provost Strand that I would like to address.
(Provost Strand and Len Schmaltz had not received these questions.)
Dr. Patrick O'Rourke: Some people are upset that we didn't
prioritize and some people would be upset if we did prioritize.
Senator Walker:
Very much so. But as Senator Richardson said,
we have had committees over history who have said all the same
things.
I have a feeling that this time when it gets to the
President, he will probably do something.
But, I would like
to know who is going to determine where the million dollars is
going.
will central administration determine this. Does the
Senate have input into the priorities?
Patrick O'Rourke: As a member of the committee, I would like
to know who you think should do this.
Senator Walker: Definitely not the planning committee. I think
the Senate probably should help prioritize how the money will
be spent through their appropriate committees. I would like the
Budget committee to sign off on everything. Whether I get a
beef cow herd in 2007.
If it is a theme and the priorities are
set, I think the elected body should have a say.
Senator Kagle: I respect Paul Baker and I respect the President.
Paul has said some things that unintentionally accuse the
President.
He said that if we do not respond to the committee,
then these things are going to get done
or that we
would not be able to complain about them later.
Paul Baker: I said to you that this is a statement that the
President through an appointed committee is sharing. This
document is deliberately designed in a participatory manner.
We had hearings as we designed it. We had input as we went
along. We have given you a preliminary draft of it. If there
are parts of this document that you do not approve now, you
have the opportunity to express your disapproval prior to its
final form.
If you do not express your disapproval now, and
later those things should come to be, you surely should know
better than be complaining later if you did not take the
opportunity to do so now.
That is all I said.
Senator Kagle:
The point is that that suggests that the
movement of the actions of an appointed committee to their
implementation by the President will never be put before a
University body for approval.
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Paul Baker:

I didn't deny that action.

Senator Kagle: If not, then there is going to be another
stage in which other people are going to be able to comment.
From everything that I have seen about how the President has
acted, I don't think he will act that way. But, you raise
that spector. If not, the assumption is that the committee
will make recommendations and we will get it back and there
will be another two or three chances to comment on that.
If that is, I want to know.
The document as it is now
written, without specifics or priorities, is not worth our
putting our time on. Once we see some hard responses, it
will be worth our spending some time and telling you what
we really feel about it.
But to spend time telling you
how we feel about "fostering a sense of university community"
that is not something that I think people are effectively
going to spend time on.
Senator Walker:
I really think the committee deserves a
round of applause for doing a good job. I think the statement is
general and it is good. My question is -- they have identified
themes that everyone can fit into, big deal. I want to know
the meat and potatoes of it -- who is going to prioritize
where the money goes.
I want to be sure that Paul Walker
gets his share.
Chairperson Schmaltz: That concern is one shared by other members of the committee and will be conveyed to them.
Senator Walker: I think what is going to happen is that
probably the central administration will say "You had input,"
and indeed we have.
The planning committee decided this is
it, and the central administration will go forward with
prioritization.
I think that is a run around the end of the
Senate.
Senator Richardson:
I think Paul brought up a good point.
There has been a lot of debate whether this should have been
a Senate committee, a Presidential committee, or whatever.
I feel comfortable with the system. I think that there has
been a lot of effort.
I would have no problem with the
committee prioritizing, but I think that would be the time
when the priorities should come back to the appropriate
committee of the Senate and the Senate could endorse it or
not. At that time there could be some body of the University acting on this. Plus you have a record of what was
done.
Chairperson Schmaltz: How will the individual college plans
fit in with what is happening.
We want that input as well.
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Should we have undertaken the task of prioritizing which we
did not, you would still have to take into account what
individual colleges wanted to do, because they would be
better informed on issues concerning them. It is not an
easy task.
Senator Richardson: I would think that the priorities we
are talking about here are general university priorities.
That is what the theme statements are. You should tell us
what priorities are important.
Senator Zeidenstein: I plan to submit written comments.
The date of February 7th was set as a deadline. Is there
an outer limit, just in case I can't get it in by Feb. 7th.
Chairperson Schmaltz: I don't think February 7th is a hard
date. However, don't wait until the 21st.
Senator Zeidenstein:
I would suggest that another theme,
be added with a strategy to:
"Reaffirm and inculcate the
traditions of western culture and democratic values." And
then someone can decide later on the priorities of whether
we are going global or are we going to reinforce a western
culture where we have all basically corne from -- or are we
all going to try to escape from our heritage.
Senator Goldstein:
To take this out of the money realm
and put it into the work realm, if Psychology is representative
of what is going on in other departments on campus, we are
operating on a priority list in existence like this statement.
They work at cross purposes. We are trying to fulfil our
mission in research -- you do that by reducing teaching loads
to give people time to do research.
We are trying to fulfill
our mission by having good graduate programs and we have some
-- but that means a few teachers teaching fewer students with
greater administrative loads.
And then, we are supposed to
cover the undergraduate load so we can be the greatest undergraduate teaching institution in Illinois, and most of us
are the walking wounded or somewhat schizoid anyway. It is
almost as if we don't have any priorities, but we are operating with this set of rules like we have here.
This kind of
reflects what is going on right now. I think that is a reason
for the demand. It is not that the money is not an issue, because that is a future issue as to which one of these tensions
will be relieved.
I think in your charge there is one that
allows you to prioritize.
That is the statement that you
are supposed to examine the university mission statement and
make needed recommendations.
It would seem that could be
liberally interpreted to say that we are going to look at the
current mission and this set and make some recommendations as
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to which of these themes is most important. Given that, then
I want to repeat what my fellow senators have said, I would
hate to see the statement go around the Senate. I think it
should go through the Senate and have the Senate look at it.
I would feel very comfortable with a committee that is so
well-informed and has worked so hard to produce this. I
would be extremely comfortable with that same committee recommending priorities.
Senator Freed:
I would like to summarize what I have been
listening to.
I think there are two concerns that emerge from
this discussion.
First, is the question of priorities. As
the document is now written all eight themes are co-equal.
That is not what Dr. Baker said to us. He said that the first
two: "Provide the premier undergraduate education in Illinois,"
and "Provide superior graduate education in selected areas,"
were in fact the first two and the others were supplementary.
As it now reads, the document suggest that providing the
premier undergraduate education in Illinois and fostering a
sense of University community have the same priority. That is
what we have been getting to. We need some sense of what the
importance of these themes are. The second question is, what
binding force does this document have. You have spent a great
deal of time with this document; and will spend a great deal of
more time.
But, what happens with this document next. will
it be cited in five years by people who say, yes, we agreed to
this. If we have a new President -- I don't think President
Wallace will be here in 2007 -- sometime in between we will
probably have a new President.
Will this have any binding
force on that President? What is the significance of this
document in that sense?
If it gets approved by the Senate,
it has an expression of university feelings along those lines.
Otherwise, it is simply a planning document that is very
useful for the President.
But, it includes everything.
Anybody can take out of this whatever he or she wants and
justify it. This is one of those items that is listed.
In defining departmental missions, we can all find the
right passage of the document to quote. That is what we
are getting to with the question of priorities and what
binding force this document has. The question is what is
the next step.
Senator Mohr: I have a question about mechanics.
Is this
document for guidance to the current academic planning system
(if we still have one) for them to produce the annual academic
plan? will they come up with specific programs or NEPRs to
carry out these themes?
Chairperson Schmaltz:
The Academic Planning Committee does
program review. A big part of their job is program review.
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That was not what the strategic Planning Committee was involved
in. The strategic Plan Vision statement is truly a vision statement.
It is looking toward the year 2007. Where we hope to end
up -- where we are going.
senator Mohr: Are we going to sit in our rocking chairs and look
toward the future?
Chairperson Schmaltz:
Well the Academic Planning committee
would at some point in the future take into account the
Vision statement -- once it is in its final form.
Provost strand: You may recall that when the Academic Plan for
this year was presented to the Senate, neither the mission statement or the priorities statement had been changed because
we were waiting for this document. The form in which this document emerges in this Spring will provide a point of reference
which the Academic Planning Committee will attempt to integrate
into the Academic Plan which will come back through this body
later this year.
Senator Mohr: will individual plans and NEPRs go through the
Senate for approval as in the past?
Provost Strand:
Senator Mohr:
Provost Strand:

Yes.
So in the end the Senate will have approval?
Yes.

As it has in the past.

Senator Tuttle: I find Provost Strand's remarks encouraging.
I want to join Senator Richardson and the other senators as
well in complimenting the committee.
I look at this as others
have and feel that there are a lot of nice general statements
that we all agree with. I know when I first read it, I wanted
to put it on the shelf with my apple pie and my tattered tie,
and my mom. I think it is excellent in that it says some
important things. But they are things that have already been
said.
I think we can all agree with the themes.
As to prioritizing, it is interesting.
Senator Freed suggested that
the eight themes need to be prioritized. I look at it as an
outsider, and I thought they were prioritized. Theme number
one is number one. Theme number two is number two. I am
an outside agent reading this in terms of ordering. My point
is that two of us looked at it and came up with totally different
views. I don't know if it is prioritized or not. In my mind
it is prioritized.
Number one is "Provide the premier undergraduate education in Illinois", and number two is "Provide
superior graduate education in selected areas." But, I am not
sure I am right and that everyone agrees with me, or that the
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committee agrees with me, and I am in a quandry about that.
It needs to be clarified.
It has always been my impression that
our number one mission was undergraduate education at this
institution. Not everyone agrees with that. But I do.
Maybe I took my perspective of this and I read it that way.
I think the themes need to be prioritized.
Theme one and
two are prioritized and the rest are supportive of these.
I would make my pitch for leaving them in the order in which
they presently appear. I think that should be the priorities of
this institution, which they has been for a long time.
Paul Baker: I would call your attention to the very first
sentence on the first page:
"Illinois state University affirms
its state-wide mission to be the premier undergraduate education
institution in Illinois and to support superior graduate programs
in selected areas."
It seems to me that lead paragraph states
the point I made earlier this evening. It is intended to guide
the entire document.
senator Tuttle: I still think the committee needs to go beyond
that and if this is the order that it is intended, you should
say that.
I am glad to hear that your primary intention is to
be the premier undergraduate education institution in Illinois.
I am wondering about other notions of priorities. The priority
that governs the decisions to spend money on projects on campus.
I suspect that, Senator Walker, the end run is already in process. The San Francisco Giants have probably already completed
it.
Senator Walker:

They already have a million dollars started.

Senator Tuttle: I understand that the Deans have already been
instructed to re-write their priority requests in light of this
document.
Now if that is correct, that suggests that decisions
for spending money are already being driven by this document.
That may be good.
That may not be good. My impression is that
that is what is happening. The end run is well in process. The
decisions about money to be spent at this University are going
to be made by the administration of this University without any
consideration of the Academic Senate.
Provost Strand:
That is a matter of interpretation. Let' go
back in history, George, maybe you weren't on the Senate, but
President Wallace said after we had the infusion of dollars into
the University that he would be allocating nearly two million
dollars in funds for this year on a non-recurring basis to
respond to some immediate needs as well as to hold in abeyance
those funds so that they could be allocated to follow the strategic planning process. That is where I differ with you in interpretation as to whether or not this is an end run. The President
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said that up front before this body several months ago. We have
been utilizing those funds this year to buy equipment for academic departments and do a number of other things.
You are correct
in your assessment that the college deans were asked during the
latter part of the fall semester to begin to anticipate how they
would request a portion of that money to respond to their strategic plans and the preliminary draft of this document, and they
have prepared requests linking their strategic plans with this
document. Those requests are currently in my office and they
will be presented to the President and he will decide how he will
allocate those funds.
However, he has told me that all of the
funds will not be allocated on a permanent basis at this point in
time because of the rather fluid nature of this document in the
sense that the strategic Planning committee will be meeting
on February 23 to do some fine tuning and there are certain
budgetary realities on the calendar that require definition
before that time. Yes, there is a process functioning, but I
would not say it is an end run in the sense that he announced
long ago what was going to happen. There was a discussion on
the strategic Planning Committee as to whether they should
participate in that allocation process and the answer to that
question was no.
senator Tuttle:
I guess it strikes me that the President
announced he was going to make an end run and he did it.
Senator Richardson:
The concern I have is that this is what
we talked about. We have a lot of priorities. There has been
a lot of work done. It seems to me that the committee should
prioritize those things.
If I were an administrator I would
love this sort of thing -- because you can pick and choose
whatever you want in this document.
I think that has been our
problem in the past.
I would hope that the committee (even if
they are appointed by the President) would at least sit down and
say that these would be the ways to use it in the colleges. That
is good old-fashioned shared governance.
Senator Goldstein: This sounds more like a quarter-back sneak
than an end run.
I don't know what the rules are anymore.
What I am hearing is that the President is setting the priorities.
When he gets this document that says here are eight
areas in which the money will be split up, then he decides which
areas are going to get what amount of money.
Then this will go
into the academic plan and it will go into that, and the academic
plan will mean nothing. We asked that question at a meeting, how
this was going to fit into the academic planning process, and
were told that it would be integrated.
I think many people
assumed that the distribution of money would come out of the plan
once this was integrated into that document, and not part of the
plans on the side.
26

Provost Strand:
I see the two processes being able to coexist
in such a way that the academic plan still emerges as a meaningful process in the sense that if there are new initiatives,
new programs related to the strategic plan, they will come to
Academic Senate through the Academic Plan and its approval process.
If it is a matter of enriching existing programs with
responses to these themes and strategies, that situation would
never have come to the Senate anyway, and under this process
would not have come to the Senate.
If you are going to offer
ten more sections of English Composition, for example, that would
never have come to the Senate Budget Committee or any other
committee of the Senate. We have been making those sorts of
decisions internally for years. And that is part of what the $2
million or $l million dollars, whatever figure is used, will be
used for.
If a dean wants to launch a new baccalaureate, masters, or doctoral program, that will have to wind its way through
the Academic Plan and through the Senate processes.
Senator Mohr:
If indeed this document is going to be used to
distribute a million dollars, and these themes and strategies
and actions are going to be guidelines for the means, if I look
at Theme 3, there is very little here to support globalization.
I happen to feel that we need to reach out to other institutions
and have exchanges with faculties of foreign institutions, etc.
These are very practical things to do to globalize. There is
nothing in this document to indicate that ISU will go out and
seek integration with the rest of the world.
Senator Walker:
If we have specific questions regarding some
of the points within the document, who do we address these to,
Dr. Schmaltz, and they will be answered at the next Senate meeting?
Provost Strand: If you want a response at the next Senate
meeting, you had better differentiate that question from one of
the questions or observations that will go to the committee or
task force that is meeting on February 23.
Senator Walker:
Let me give you an example:
"design and
develop a residential college" -- if you want to know exactly
what that means and what the committee's feeling on that is.
Who do you ask that question of to get a direct answer back?
Chairperson Schmaltz: You would send that letter to me in
care of the Strategic Planning Committee.
Senator Walker:
I sent it through campus mail service.
Are you going to write me a letter back? will those questions
be answered at the next Senate meeting?
How do I get my
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answer? You have a statement in here about designing and
developing a residential college -- I would like to know
what a residential college is. Who do I ask? What is meant
by capstone experience?
Senator Ritt:

Don't worry, its not going to happen.

Chairperson Schmaltz: I can explain what is generally meant
by a residential college. If you want the specifics of
implementing it on the ISU campus, such as what dormitory it
will be located in, those have not been developed yet.
Senator Walker: will the rest of my questions be answered
at the next Senate meeting?
Chairperson Schmaltz: Yes. However the committee will not
meet before the next Senate meeting. I don't think we are
being realistic here. The whole committee cannot answer you
individually.
Senator Walker:
If the committee drafts a report of their
strategic plan, then don't they have a consensus of what
the definitions of a part of than plan are. For example,
what is a residential college -- what is a capstone experience?
Senator Williams: A capstone experience is a culminating event
such as an undergraduate senior's experience. It can be easily
explained with the example of a recital for a music student.
For a political science major it might be a senior thesis.
It is pulling together all the aspects of the major and letting
the student show that he has a grasp of what he has learned.
Senator Walker: Now that is an answer. Is
the committee sees.
(yes) My question is,
those types of questions, who do I ask them
back? I want to know what some things mean
committee about my problems with it.

that the answer that
if I had several of
to, to get my answers
before I can ask the

Chairperson Schmaltz: Send your questions to me, and as Chair
of the committee, I will see that they get answered.
Senator Tuttle: Is there any vision for 2007, to have any
kind of athletics here at ISU?
Senator Zeidenstein:
probably have soccer.

with this globalization, we will

Senator Richardson: We have a strategic athletic plan -where is that? I thought that would come to the Senate.
When we passed the resolution on athletics in the spring,
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one of the big arguments by the President was that we would
have this information from his athletic committee, I thought
maybe that strategic plan would be included with this one.
Chairperson Schmaltz: We had access to that. It was one of
the many strategic planning documents that we read.
Senator Richardson:
Chairperson Schmaltz:
coming to the Senate.
available.

will that document ever come to the Senate?
I am certain there is no objection in it
I have a copy if you would like it made

Senator Walker:
If it is on file, why don't we copy it and
distribute copies to everyone.
Senator Richardson: When we had the big argument about the
appointment of the Blue Ribbon Committee, Gary Klass raised
the question (I think it is in the Senate Minutes) and we
were reassured that whatever was done in the Athletic Strategic
Planning Committee would come back to the Senate for discussion.
Chairperson Schmaltz: The Executive Committee has not been
asked to do this. If there is sufficient interest, we will
provide copies of this report to everyone. I would like to
thank the members of the Stratigic Planning Committee for being
present tonight.
COMMUNICATIONS

Senator Schramm: I distributed a memorandum to senators' places
this evening.
I would like to add one thing to that. On the
second page, under A. Membership, ADD, please put a comma after
ex officio in the last line and add "non-voting". The phrase
would then read:
"and the Vice President for Business and Finance shall serve as ex-officio non-voting members."
Chairperson Schmaltz:
Senate do with this?

Senator Schramm, what do you propose the

Senator Schramm: It is up for vote.
It says on the cover letter
that "Amendments to the Constitution of Illinois State University
may be initiated by a petition signed by two per cent of the
students currently enrolled in the University or ten per cent of
the faculty of the University or by a petition signed by five
members of the Academic Senate.
(If you turn to the back page,
it contains the signatures of sixteen student senators) Proposed
amendments shall be submitted at a regular meeting of the Academic Senate, (which this is) be distributed in the Senate Minutes,
and be voted upon at a regular Senate meeting following distribu29

tion of the Minutes." Dr. Cohen could give us an interpretation
of this.
We are putting this forth so that it can be voted on
at the next meeting.
Parliamentarian Cohen:
It should be put in the minutes of tonight's meeting. A constitutional amendment is constitutionally
driven. The Executive Committee could, for example, hold hearings prior to this.
If you read the Constitution, it is very
direct on this.
Article 6, section 2: "Proposed amendments
shall be submitted at a regular meeting of the Academic Senate,
be distributed in the Senate minutes, and be voted upon at
aregular Senate meeting following distribution of the minutes."
Senator Tuttle: I have a question for clarification.
presume that 25 is a typo. Shouldn't this be five?

I

Senator Schramm: No, 25 is correct. It is being changed
from 17 to 25; increasing the number of students senators
elected.
Chairperson Schmaltz: By presenting it this evening you are
trying to fulfill the first part of that requirement.
Senator Goldstein: Dan, would you mind providing some
rationale for changing the number of student senators, and
the reduction of the administration to non-voting status.
Senator Schramm: I will answer the latter question first.
Regarding the reason for changing the adminstrators to
ex-officio, non-voting members, it says under the Illinois State
University Constitution, Article V, section I, Academic Senate,
E. Functions, "within the limits established by legislative
statute and the authority delegated thereby to the Board of
Higher Education and the Board of Regents, the Academic
Senate shall be the primary body to determine educational
policy of the University and to advise the President on
its implementation." If we are advisory to the President,
then why should he vote as a member of the Senate? It is
pretty logical, that everything goes to the President that
comes out of the Senate.
Senator Ritt:

Would you read that again?

Senator Schramm: The ISU Constitution, Page 19, Letter E,
under Functions of the Academic Senate: " ...•. the Academic
Senate shall be the primary body to determine educational
policy of the University and to advise the President on its
implementation."
What I am saying is that we are advisory
to the President, why should he vote on this body?
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senator Ritt: It seems to me that you are not reading this
sentence correctly .
It doesn't say that we are advisory
to the President, it says we are advisory to the President
on implementation. It says we determine policy and we are
advisory to the President on implementation.
senator Rendleman:

The same rationale can be applied.

senator Schramm:
On Page 20 of the Constitution, under
Functions, "16. Advise the President on any matter, at
the President's request or on the initiative of the
Academic Senate."
Senator Ritt: I would like the record to be clear, that
it is not just the function of the Academic Senate to advise
the President.
It is the function of the Senate to determine
certain types of policies.
Senator Schramm: On the rationale to increase the number of
student senators on the Senate. To increase the involvement
of the student body as a whole; it increases undergraduate
and graduate student representation; it grants an equal voice
in voting for the students at Illinois state University.
The Academic Senate as it is functions now does not equally
voice the opinions of all who are seated on this body.
For instance, the student withdrawal policy, that is not how
the student constituency felt. The vote did not reflect their
opinions. When it comes to how the Academic Senate is interpreted, it essentially says this is how the faculty feel.
On page 18 of the Constitution, under V, 1. Academic Senate,
"The primary governing body at Illinois state University
shall be the Academic Senate which shall provide for faculty
and student participation in academic governance." It mentions
the same thing at the top of page 3 in the Senate Blue Book,
under A. Academic Senate.
What is shared governance, if the
students don't have an equal share?
Senator Mohr:
ment?

What kind of vote is needed to pass this amend-

Parliamentarian Cohen: It is an absolute 2/3 vote. You need
34 votes to amend the Constitution. It is not a present and
voting vote; it is an absolute 2/3 vote. Article IV, Section 2,
of the Constitution states: "If the Academic Senate shall
approve the amendment by a two-thirds vote of its members ..... "
That is 33 and 1/3 -- rounded to 34. We don't round down, we
round up. For example, an abstention is the same as a "no"
vote. Sometimes other motions require only a 2/3 of members
present and voting. This is a 2/3 vote of the membership
which is 50.
In the case of 49 members, the number remains
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the same.
Chairperson Schmaltz: It is the intention of the Chair of
the Senate, after consultation with the Executive Committee,
to call a Faculty Caucus prior to the next Senate meeting.
Senator Schramm:
These changes are not an effort to purposely
usurp the power of the faculty.
It has to do with how the
Senate works. I see these changes as very progressive.
I
think it is of interest to all constituents of the University.
I think it is going to make things more equal between the
students and faculty.
Senator Rendleman: As indicated by Senator Tuttle's remarks
earlier about the number being a typo, I can understand you
all being alarmed by the number, but if you look closely you
will see that the proposal seeks to have each student representative of their college.
We feel that would be a leap
forward for the Senate. If you look at the present membership of the student senators, many of us are liberal arts.
You can say what you will about that, but there has been a
lot of criticism of that.
We feel that if students from
each college are required to serve on this body, then each
college could advance their own agenda on the floor of the
Senate through shared governance.
Chairperson Schmaltz:

How would general students be represented.

Senator Edwards: will the new Undergraduate Student withdrawal
Policy be in the new Undergraduate Catalog?
Chairperson Schmaltz: Yes. It will be included. It is not
the exact wording that the Senate adopted. The Executive
Committee saw the changes and they agreed that they were
simply editorial in nature. The wording was polished up a
bit to make it more clear.
Senator Ritt:
In light of the action of the Graduate Council,
will the new policy apply to graduate students?
Parliamentarian Cohen:
The Graduate Council adopted the same
policy, and there should be no problem getting it into the
catalog.

COMMITTEE REPORTS
ACADEMIC AFFAIRS COMMITTEE - Chairperson Carroll Taylor
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asked his committee to meet following Senate.
Senator Rendleman: May I ask the Academic Affairs committee
if they have considered Senator Goldstein's letter regarding
faculty providing a syllabus.
Senator Taylor: We have not officially considered this.
is one of our agenda items.

It

ADMINISTRATIVE AFFAIRS COMMITTEE - Chairperson Richardson
had no report.
BUDGET COMMITTEE - Chairperson Walker had no report.
He asked for a short meeting following Senate.
Senator Walker: I would like to ask about the agreement that
was reached between the President and the Executive Committee
to change the Athletic Council Bylaws regarding the nomination
of members.
A request was made to have the Student Affairs
Committee consider this by January 31, 1990. Where are we on
this?
Senator Schramm: The committee plans to meet this evening to
discuss that item.
FACULTY AFFAIRS COMMITTEE - Chairperson Ritt reported that the
University Review Committee would be circulating a campus-wide
survey to the faculty members for the purpose of considering some
of the questions the Preside nt asked relative to the ASPT process.
RULES COMMITTEE - Chairperson Marilyn Newby called a meeting
of the Rules Committee after Senate adjournment.
STUDENT AFFAIRS COMMITTEE - Chairperson Schramm asked the Student
Affairs Committee to meeting for a short time following Senate.
MOTION TO ADJOURN
XXI-68 Senator Jurgel moved to adjourn (Second, Rendleman). Motion
carried on a voice vote.
Meeting of the Academic Senate
adjourned at 9:38 p.m.
FOR THE ACADEMIC SENATE
JOHN B. FREED, SECRETARY
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